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In January 1988 the United States Air Force proposed
the consolidation of Security Assistance Organizations and
Defense Attache Offlces under the command of the Defense
Attache in each country. This study examines the merits of
the proposal as they relate to the effectlve management of
security assistance overseas. It also provides a brief
description and history of security assistance and analyzes
the legislative Impacts on the program, including the
implications of the Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense
Reorganization Act of 1986. The frustrations and problems
associated with the overseas management of security
assistance and the conso!idation proposal’s possible impacts
on them are the impetus behind the study and are treated at
length.
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SECURITY ASSISTANCE ORGANIZATIONS:
A TIME FOR CHANGE

CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Since beginning the study of gecurity assistanze, 1
have observed that an understanding of the subject by my
fellow offlcers Is lacking. This, despite the fact that it
is a very controversial! element of dally discussions about
naticnal strategy and Instruments of odcwer. There is
confusion about its substance, Its purpose(s’, and its
administration. This paper is desigred, in part, to provide
basic information about the subject for the uninformed but
interested military reader.

More importantly, the paper wlil discuss perceived
problems with the system as they ceiite %o its
administration "in country." Even we!i-Iinformed officers
who have worked closely with, or as part of, the security
assistance program express frustratlons that warrant
analysis. The extensive litesrature In the broad field of
3ccJrlty assistance often addresses the toplc from a macro
levei of forelgn pollcy or economic lmpact. The subject of
arms transiers n1s drawn commentacy from almost every corner
of the glnp:. However, the role of the mllitary offlcer
charged witn Luplementation In the host country is often
ignored or giossed over. This role, with lts background,

current status and future, is the focus cf this study.

AN AT R RO R WA G L R L P A P A LR T I S




BT AR A AT N e e e e e e e R e A e B LB 2L T TMAK T AT M e = m oa~ o e -

Before we can begin to lock at the hlstory of securlty
assistance and related issues, we must have a working
aefinition. The term is frequentiy used Interchangeably
with “military aid* or “military assistance," and is
generally thought of ln terms of weapons transfers, elther
as sales or as gifts., It has become "an ‘umbrella’ term*
encompassing many facets of assistance to other nations.l!
Althougn it 1s generally associated with, if not equated to,
the provision of milltary hardware, it is important for us
to note that the "umbrella* also covers advice and training.
At this time there are Several programs integral to security
assistance. There are five major Congressionally funded
programs: the Foreign Military Sales Credit (FMSCR)
Prcgram, the Military Assistance Program (MAP), the
International Mitltary Education and Tralning <IMET)
program, the Economic Support Fund (ESF)> and Peacekeeping
Operations (PK0>.2 The first three of these torm the
military element of security assistance. The last of these,
while involving mllitary forces, does not necessarily
include any U.S, forces. PKO is a means of contributing
dollars to help flnance multinational organizations such as
the Unlted Nations Forces in Cyprus (UNFICYP) and the
Multinational Force and Observers (MF0O). The Econom!c
Support Fund is foreign ald C(economic assistance)
agministored by the Agency for International levelopment.

Besiaes the funded U.S. security assistance shown

above, there are addltional unfunded elements. These
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include Forelgn Military Sales and Direct Commercial Sales,

poth of whlch lnvolve some governmental management.

Securlty assistance 1s clearly a complex concept lnvolving
many included programs and projects and requiring a vast %
bureaucracy to implement.

The "probiems* and 1Ssues addressed are many and
varied. [ present them below, without substantiation at
thi1s point, to give the reader a sense of the paper’s
orientation.

The security assistance efforts are not an effective,
1ntegral part of a cohesive foreign policy in many
countries. The programs are administered through diverse
systens, and often do not work in harness with other United
States supported or sponsored programs. The Chlefs of the
Security Asslistance Organlzations are sometimes in
ccmpetition with other milltary offlicers, principally the
Defense Attaches, for access to, and influence with, the
Ambassasdor.

The programs are administered, not so muca by officers
in the field, but by bureaucrats in Washlngton. Much of the
focus is on mlliltary hardware; sales, gifts, or credits for
purchasing. The role of tralner and, particularly, of
advisor has been downgraded to the detriment of a cohesive,
effective policy. The role of the CINCs is often unclear
and, i1n some countrles, downplayed by the Ambassador or an
office in Washington. The ablllty to develop strategles for

regions of the world 18 often frustrated. Congress has




Imposed severe limltations on the authority and flexipiiity
of Securlty Assistance Organizations, denylng the Cnlefs of
these organizations any 'everage withh the host nations.

In order to more fully understand these percelved
problems, we will examlne the evolutlon of the program.
Some knowledge of the historical! path of security assistance
and of the impact of legisglation is critical to our

analysis.

ENDNOTES

1. Defense Instltute of Security Assistance
Management, The Management of Secucitv Agglgtance, p. 1-6.

o
LAY

(]
v

2. Larry A. Mortso:f and Louis J. Samelson, The
» P.

x
%
o7,

-

”\{M'\:-'.'A\:." A \"4’?‘ NSO .\ w.\ﬁ‘. a."\' = BN AN N N B T A SR N :‘:")'\"\L*"




CHAPTER 11

HISTORICAL AND LEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND

Arms saies have been a part of international reiations
for thousands of years., and though their their impact has
varied, their presence has been pervasive. Our own
independence was gained with military assistance from France

(not a disinterested party? during the American Revolution.!

4

During the Am2rican Civil War, efforts by the Confederacy to

FoR s

obtain assistance from the Britlsh were thwarted in part by

{5 o,

the Unlon’s naval blockade. In the flrst half of thls

e W

century the Unlted States was heavily Involved in arms

sales. Prlor to its entry into World War I, America

oy
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exported $2.2 billlon In war materlals to Europe (and soid

AT

to both sides).2 Opr the eve of its formal entcty Into World

War II, the United States was already actlvely engaged in

s

PR

suppliving the Allles through the Lend Lease Program.

The scope of American partliclpatlon Iln military

N

assistance was glgnificantly broadened after World War II

Saitiae

when President Truman formed the flrst security assistance

organlzations overseas: the Joint United States Milltary

ALY A Y

Advisory and Planning Group in Greece and its counterpart

In Turkey. The United States was thus involved in what was

o ¥

to grow into a vast sea of llilitary Asslistance Advisory

Groups (MAAGs). These organlizations were to assume a )

o e '

plethora of titles cver the years, but the aims were
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evgent.ally the same for all--tc help the host natlon’s
military and to further U.S. interests.

Under President Elsenhower, assistance to aliles and
friends continued, expanding Truman’s policy of containing
Communist expansion.Z Presldent Kennedy again enlarged the
role of “advisors® by encouraging more-active participation
1n the field. This was evident 11. the escalating
entangiement in Viet Nam. The specter of the growing
fnvelvement of U.S. advisors engiged in combat would come to
have major infiuence on the American perceptlon of MAAGS in
their cdvisory role.

The Nixon Doctrine was largely a reaction to the
disastrous war in Vliet Nam. Pesicent Nixon planned to leave
the fighting to the host natlon whiie the U.S. provided
economic assistance and mllltary hardware to help. The ldea
was to keep U.S. troops from engaging in combat vhile trylng
to heip friends and allieg. Nevertheless, MAAGs contlnued
1n aize and Importance throughout the world, and the
advisory role remained important.

During tha Ford Administratlion, the Congress took an
actlive role in formulatling pollicy concernine MAAGS by
passing the International Security Asslistance and Arms
Export Control Act of 1976.4 This was an expression of the
concern over the prolliferaticn of arms ilransfers and of the
fear of involving U.S. fleld perconnel in active roles.
Preslident Carter shared the concern over the prollferatlon

of weapons, particularly to developing nations, and sought

P
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.Qﬂ to limit U.S. involvement ln arms sales. He announced In
Ly \.‘
Ej 1979 that “arms transfers would henceforth be viewed as an

exceptional forejan policy Implement.“S (emphasis in
criginall
President Reagan sought to reverse the decllining role
of security assistance. In expressing natlonal securlity
strategy, the President declared,
U.S. Low Intenslity Conflict policy, therefore,
recognizes that Indirect--rather than direct--
applications of U.S. military power are the
mest approprliate and cost effectlve ways to
achlieve naticnal goals. The principal miltitary
instrument In Low Intenslity Conflict, therefore,
is security assistance.6
As indicated above, regardless of Presidential intent,
the Congress has become lncreasingly involved in foreign
policy, and particularly in security assistance policy.
Because they play such an lmportant role In many of the
frustrations to be discussed in this paper, the actions of
the Congress will be briefly outlined.
The dominating leglisiation regarding securlity
agssistance is contained in the Forelgn Assistance Act of
1961 as amended and in the Internatlonal Security Assistance

and Arms Export Control Act of 1976 as amended. The latter

act and Its successors impact the management of security

R

33, X,
bt

assistance by amending the former. The Arms Export Control

Act (short titie) first placed signlflcant restrictlons on

e
TN ®

the management of Securlity asslstance and reflected the

intent of Congress to limit the authority and influence of

R %l

U.S. millitary personnel abroad. Thls act was signed into

o
7 BRI

2y
y e

ST - ” L) 5 - " T s RIS IR T TR W, ol -
R R R R R R N R R R N R R R R R R T
LA L Ce AN AN




1 f. "I- 2 o - h
AT

law only after President Ford vetoed lts predecessor.? The
veto was based on a number of grounds lncluding questions as
to the malntenance of the constlitutional separation of
powers. In lts comment, the House Commlttee on
Internatlional Relatlons called the new bill "a reform
measure.*8 The Committee cited many reasons for the
“reform"--the "Indochina war," the economy,
balance-of-payments deflcts, a lack of public support, and
the belief that decislons regarding security assistance had
been made "wlthout the knowledge or concurrence of the
Congress."?

The declared jptent of Congress to eliminate MAAGs, and
all other security asslistance organlizations, by 1 October
1977 naturally had a long lasting Impact on their effective
functioring. Except when speclifically authorlized to exlst by
Cengress, MAAGs were to be replaced by “the assignment of up
to three U.S. milltary personnel to each Chief of a U.S.
Mission to perform security assistance functlons.®10 The
International Security Assistance Act of {977 amended this
restrictlion slightly by allowing an augnentation of the
three Armed Forces personnel to "perform accounting and
other management functlons with respect to international
securlty assistance programs...(wlth]...three additional
members of the Armed Forces...when specifically requested by
the Chief of the Diplomatic Misslon."11l The limitation to
“perform accounting and other management functions®" was

enacted with the 1976 law and continued In this augnentatlon

8
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allowance, It 13 important to note that Armed Forces

I
%5

personnel assigned to securlty asslistance dutles are, in all

S

)

cases, to serve under the direction and supervision of the
Ambassador or Chlef of Mission; they are not an autonomous

influence.

- E'Q!;:'&',-.’ué ‘

In 1981 there was a slignt shift in emphacis. 1In its

) -
s

report, the Senate Committee on Foreign Relationg stated

?"?

"y

that the *“bill also repeals or otherwise modifles several
restrictions that have teen previously placed on
Presidential authorlty to provide foreign assistance.”12

The law, the International Security and Development
Cooperation Act of 1981, retalned the six man limitation on
military personnel to manage securlty asslstance programs In
all but twelve countrlies specifically authorized larger
organizations. It did remove the “three and three augment®
encumbrance, however. In signing this legislation into law
in January 1982, President Reagan recognized the restoration
of "needed flexlbillty" to the foreilgn assistance

program. 13

,\;i Untll this point (since 1976), it had been the clear
® intent of Congress to severely limit the role of mllltary
:3 ‘ officers assigned to security assistance offices overseas.
‘ﬁ . They were to perform loglstlc management functions, that ls,
~‘ assure the proper dellvery of hardware the transfer (or

:g sale) of which was arranged in Washington. They were
f; specifically not to advise or train host country armed

‘ forces. Any necessary tralning would be performed by teans
3
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temporarily assigned for that speciflc purpose (Moblle
Training Teams, for example). They were also speclflically
prohibited from promoting arms sales (uniess authorized by
competent authority in the Executive Branch). Desplte the
new “flexibility", mcst of these restrictions remained. One
important change in the wording did appear ln 1981. One of
the functlions to be performed by the permanently assigned
military forces was to be "evaluation and planning of the
host government’s mllitary capabllities and requirements."14
A liberal interpretation of this function permits some
“advice* 1f not training.

There followed a perliod of essentlally no leglslation
concerning securlty asslistance organizations, Jjust a serles
of continuing resolutions to keep the government running.
The International Securlty and Development Cooperation Act
of 1985 was the first such act passed since its predecessor
of 1981. Even here there were no slgniflicant changes
regarding the functionlng of securlity assistance offlices.
Through 1986 the law still allowed "evaluation and planning”

but insisted that "advising and tralning®" would be performed

[) by personnel temporarlly assligned for the purpose.15 There
Y
kY
-ﬁ% have been no other noteable changes to the Foreign
A
'}’ Agsistance Act (regarding the management of security
Puiinr
D,y assistance) since.
o,
i@ﬁ Desplte the extensive Impact of Congressionai
N
33 involvement in the management of securlity assistance, a
; Gl
! .ﬁ' distinct shortage of crltical analysis or comment exlsts in
s
S
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the literature. This shortcoming was noted by Dr. Larry
Mortsolf and Dr. Louls Samelson of the Defense Institute of
Securlty Asslistance Management. They prepared an lnsightful
and helpful paper in 1987 to "f11]1 the vold* and address the
need for more understanding of Congressional Impacts.16

They succintly summarize the legi3lative restrictions on the
management of security assistance, ard in addltion .o the
limitationg on the size of organizatlons, they list two
other restrictions having noticeable impact on the scope of
MAAG actlivities: the prohibition against any duty,
including traliring, which might Involve U.S. military forces
in combat, and the prohiblition against any assistance to
pollice forces (with the exceptions of Honduras and El
Salvador when the Preslident specifically provides
certiflcation and waives the restriction. Also exempted are
long time democracles which do not have standing armies and
do not grossly violate internationally recognized human
rights.>17 Mortsolf and Samelson present an interesting
argument that although 1t is generally reccgnlized that the
conduct of forelgn policy belongs to the President, the
congress "possesses and exercises the baslc constitutlonal

power to authorize the military assistance grant and sales

programs.®”18 They maintain that the Congress delegates this

function to the Executive Branch through legislation,
specifically the Forelgn Asslstance Act and the Arma Export
Control Acts discussed above. They underscore the basic

frustration of many dealing In the complex world of securlty
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agssistance by noting, “Consldering the behavlioral
digpositions of the two branches--with one ysually for and
the other gometimes for. ungure, or againgt military

assistance--it is a wonder that we have any workable program

at at1.=19

[emphasis in originall. ’
To begln to come to grips with the probiems and
frustrations inherent in the security assistance programs,
we must briefly examine the organization for implementatlion.
The State Department has overa!l statutory responsibility
for administration of the program within the Executlve
Branch. Within the State Department the Undersecretary for
Security Assistance, Sclence, and Technology is primarily
responsible for securlty assistance. The Bureau of
Politico-Military Affalrs ls also an Instrumental part of
the State Department‘s management effort as 1s the Chlef of
U.S. Diplomatic Mission (Ambassador). There are many
departments and agencies involved In the management of
gecurity assistance, but the Department of Defense clearly
has the largest commitment of manpower.20 This Defense
manpower can be found in numerous offices and agencles in
Washington, on posts and stations throughout the United
States and in countrles around the world. Some of the
princlpal particlpants include the Under Secretary of
Defense for Pollcy, the Assistant Secretary of Defense
(International Securlty Affairs), the Assistant Secretary of
Defense (International Security Pollcy), the Defense

Security Assistance Agency (DSAA), the Defense Intelllgence

12
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Agency (DIA)>, the Unifled Commands (CINC’s}), Security

Asglistance Offlices overseas, and Defense Attache Offices.

A detailed discusgion of the roles and missions of all
these departments and agencies is well beyond the scope of
this paper. The relatlionships of those operating outslde
the Unlited States are particularly germane (o the
discussion, however, and will be outllined here. The Chlef
of the Securlty Assistance Organizatlon (e.g., Mllitary
Group Commander) is responsible to the Chief of the U.S.
Diplomatic Mission {(e.g., Ambassador). He i3 also
responsible to the CINC in his reglon and to the Director,
DSAA In the Pentagon. In many countrles security assistance
functions are performed by Defense Attache Offices. In
these instances, the Defense Attache is responsible to the
Chief of Mission and to the Director, DIA. The Attache must
also communicate with the CINC and the DSAA but they are not
in his "chain of ccmmand.® Without really beginning to
investigate the many participating organizations, we can
still easily see that the management of securlty assistance,
even from the limited vantage of the miiitary officer In the
fleld, 18 very complex. Thlis complexity plays a signlflcant
role In the frustratlions experienced by milltary offlcers
struggling with implementation and management of pollcy ®in

country.”

ENDNOTES
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CHAPTER III
DISCUSSICON
Security assistance has long been the subject of

debate, and like other foreign assistance, it iIs a program
without a domestic constituency. As discussed in the last
chapter, it has ebbed and flowed as a major instrument of
power. Its expense has been decried. Its usefulness has
been questioned. Its motlives have been suspect both at home
and abroad. And yet, 1t has been touted as the foremost
instrument of foreign policy. In 1981 Andrew Plerre (Senior
Fellow at the Counclil on Forelgn Relations) wrote, "Arms
sales are far more than an economlc occurrence, a military
relationship, or an arms control challenge--3arms sales are
foreilgn policy writ large."1 [emphasis In originall.

Ernest Graves, of the Center for Strategic and International

Studies, recognized collective security as a cornerstone to
U.S. cdefense strategy and noted, *Securlty asslistance
provides the added resources and the symbolic tles to make
collective securlty work."2 Gabriel Marcella obsgerved, *One
of the central Justlflcations for the U.S. securlty
assistance program is that It wins influence with recipient
nations."3 whether this is true or even appropriate is
certainly open to question, but that It exists as
Jjustification in the minds of some is clear. Stephanie
Neumann, writing in 1986, concluded that desplite the entry

into the world wide arms market of many new salesmen, the
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» superpowers “have continued to dominate the arms trade,

b using mllitary assistance both to enhance thelr position in

i the world and to limit each other’s expansion.*4 That there
‘i are now many countrlies dealing in arms, not just as

{; recipisnts of superpower largesse or as purchasers of

t superpower weapons, but as producers and sellers is

j undeniable. Most European countrles, Israel, Brazll, and

E many others are in the arms business for profit. Where the

3 United States has declined to sell, other producers have not
hesitated to step In. It seems safe to concliude that

> gecurlty asslstance (especially in the larger sense of arms

trade) is an important component of International relations.
And, !f this 1s so, the lssue becomes how best to manage it

and how much to spend.

LML SL Lt o

In addressing the question of how to manage the
program, the issue of the extent of involvement of the

overseas organizations rises to the top. The frustrations

" i

experlienced by milltary offlcers assigned to U.S. missions

Nl

abroad, both as Chlefs of Securlty Assistance Offlces and as

"oy

Defense Attaches are the impetus for this look at the

.a problems and 18sues Involved In the administration of
security assistance.

. What are, or have been, the "problems" with the role of

b the "MAAGS"S in security assistance? In 1974 Robert Pranger

i and Dale Tahtinen proposed ceveral reasons for "evaluatlng

and cuttlng the MAAGS" based on the premise that they

] encouraged arms sales, actling "as advocates of partlicular
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kinds of military doctrine and equlpment congenial to
American forces (and U.S. defense contractors).*& This
explicit condemnation of U.S military personnel for pushing
doctrine and sales of equipment for the beneflt and profit
of the United States is Impllicit In much of the concern over
MAAGs. Paul Hammond et al expressed this Congressional
concern thus,
...that milltary personnel in the field were
enerating demands for {i.S. milltary equipment
either by agsisting repregsentatives of the
uniformed services or of U.S. commerclal flrms,
or by actively promoting the acquisition of
American defense equipment In their consultations
with host military personnel. A fear existed
that MAAGs, through these actlivities, were
creating slituations in which the pollicymakers In
the Executive Branch and Congress were belng
presented with falt agcompli (sic) concerning
sales requests from forelgn governments...?
Regardless of whether this salesmanship wag well
intentioned or malevolent, its adverse effects were noticed
not only by members of Congress, but also by other miiltary
professionals, Including some assigned to securlty
assistance duties overseas. In thls context the complaint
would usuaily be that we were suppiying equipment
inconsistent with the needs of the host country, such as
hellcopters when what they really needed were trucks or
Jeeps.8 The accusation here might very well be aimed, not
just at MAAG personnel, but at the bureaucracy in Washlngton
for selling or providing the "wrong* hardware since so much
of the trading and all of the decisions are made there.

Another related concern or problem was that the MAAGs

were too autonomous, often formulating pollcy independently

18
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of the Department of State or even of the Department of
Defense. Senlcor U.S. mlllitary officers had access to senicr
officlals of the host nation that even the U.S. Ambassador
aid not have. This was particularly likely in those
countries wnere the military effectively ran the government.
This apility to influence the host nation was recognized in
a non-pejorative sense by earllier researchers. Writing in
1973, Gary Guertner observed, “The opportunities for

1influencing the policies of reciplent states are great since

?
L4 l.'-,’ﬁr

military missions and advisory groups are structured in such

GA

a way as to maximize access to high officials.*? 1In 1967,

!

Lo P
7 ®

ALAIA,

John Bahm had concluded tnat *"the more developed and

poverful a state is, the less direct influence the Advisory

2. n g
5!

Groups have within the country.“10 Acting on these beliefs

and concerns, the Congress placed strict limltations on the

1
vt

{
B

size and activities of the MAAGs (as outlined in the last

R ps

chapter>. The emphasis for management of security
assistance was shifted to the bureaucracy in Washington
where it could be subjected to Congresslional “oversight.*
There was a gense that the colonels in charge of the MAAGs
were simply too powerful and were cut of control.
Subsequent to the enactment of the major amending
legisiatlion In 1976 and 1977, the General Accounting Office
putlished two reports crltlical of secu:sity assistance
management with emphasis on shortcomings in the performance
of the MAAGS. The thrust of the flrst of these, published

in 1978, can be clearly seen In its tltle, Management of
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Improved.11l The GAO recommended that as many tasks as
possible be transferred from the MNAAGsS to elther the host
country or to the bureaucracy in Washington. Additionally,
those tasks which must be performed by the MAAGs were to be
clearly dellneated by the Secretaries of State and Defense.
Confusion over who was supposed to do what seemed to
prevall, according to the GAO study.

The second report, Opportunities to Improve
Decisionmaking and Overgiaht of Arms Saleg, published in
1979, i1s a further condemnatlion of the clarity of guidance
given to the overs2as managers of securlty assistance.12 In
addressing the autonomy of the MAAGs, the report
acknowledged that the Executive Branch had placed
significant restraints on (though perhaps had not provided
sufficient “guidance®” to) in-country personnel by
emphasizing that:

--Foreign Interest In U.S. defense equipment wag
not to be encouraged ln conversations or
correspondence.

--Provision of informatlon, lncluding planning
data, that might elicit or Influence a foreign
request to purchase signlflcant combat equip-
ment requlired approval by the executlve branch.
--U.S. officials should not speculate about pos-
sible release of a particular system or take
actlons such as studles, brieflings, or visits
implylng a positive decislon without prior
approval.

--All officlal or private foreign interest in
significant combat equipment, Including informal

inquiries, were to be reported through Embassy
communicatlion channels.

20
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,:%
--U.S. personnel shoulid not facillitate sale of
signiflcant combat equipment by representatlves
of U.S. commerclal flrms overseas by giving
advice on sales tactics, making appointments with
the host government, of providing support
indicative of U.S. Government endorsement.l13
;Eé Even with this rather formidable list of restrictions, the
f GAO found that the U.S. was not restraining its sales of
'E; arms in accordance with President Carter’s expressed desires
Eg and the intent of Congress. More Congressional oversight
$¥¥ was needed.
‘t; Nct surprisingly, perceptions of MAAG personnel differ
gg markedly from the Congressional and GAO observations. Paul
’jé Hammond et a} conducted interviews with MAAG personneil
2 subsequent to the legislative restrictlons and major
s reductions in personnel.l4 Frustration prevajiled. While
j: they often agreed with the GAQ that there was uncertalnty as
ﬁga to thelr "new" duties, they belleved that the reduction in
5& strength deprived them of the wherewithal to ineet the
jﬁ demands placed upon them. The resirictions on discussing
5%& arms sales simply made them look foolish In the eyes of the
host country milltary and often drove‘the potential buyers
to other countries. Foreign suppliers were seen in-countiy
/ :F' fllling the arms sales gap left by the U.S. The
%ﬁ administrative burdens imposed on the reduced staffs were
;33 seen as so time consuming as to prevent the MAAG from having
G any time to "talk phliosophy, strategy, and mllitary tactlcs
:E; with thelr host counterparts.*15S 0f course, critics would
ﬁzi argue that this ls exactly what was supposed to happen.
\ ;ﬁé Hammond concluded that there was a dangerous disparity
! y% 21
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ﬁ- between the reduced capabillities of fleld personnel and the
Y
Ld {
Jﬁ informaiion requirements of decision makers In Washington. i
7'-! 1
1 The MAAGS were a major Source of information on the |
i)
N
-3; capabilities of the host nation miiitary, and they provided
>
N extensive menlitoring and feedback of the security assistance

o
4

program. The reductions and restrictions effectlively
negated these capabilitles. Hammond suggests, “If, as
presently constituted and organized, they do not deserve the
confidence necegsary to make them effective, then it would
seem advisable to alter thelr organlization untll they are
able to command the conflidence needed...*16 ye will return
to this suggestion later in this paper.

A better understanding of staffing, organization, and
functioning of more current Security Assistance
Organizations 1s esgential to this discussion. The 1986

edition of The Management of Security Assistance describes

“three basic types of SAO0s: those authorized more than six

«
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permanently assigned Armed Forces personnel, those whlich

B

7

have three to six, and those DAOs {Defense Attache Offices)

N,
.f.t‘< s,

Lt

authorized to perform securily assistance functions, and

"y

A

e,

whlich may have personnel augmentations..."17 The internal

oy
hb

organ'zation of the SAQs varlies "accordling to size of the

‘\‘~.4
:

}'é’

mission, country, objectlves, working facllities and

2

arrangements ag well as the desires of the Chief [(of the

SA0)."18 The number of military per3onnel assigned to

ol
&

security assistance duties in fiscal year 1986 ranged from

5
A

zero, where the DAQ was not authorlczed any augmentees, to 80

o
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#.5 in the U.S. Military Training Mission in Saudl Arabia, and,
b
) ; in that same year, the organizations adminlstering security
§
i agsigtance programs, the "MAAGs“, operated with 21 dlifferent
s ‘\\‘ 9
i titles (SAO, DAO, MAAG, JUSMAAG, JUSMAG, MILGP, MLO,
Y
SN etc.>.19
W,
;‘ The Defense Attaches and the Defense Attache Offlces,
3
'?3 DAQOs, have been mentioned several times in this paper. It
ot
‘o] is t'me to look more closely at thelr roles to see how they
P
M became involved in securlity assistance.
I';_ ~
’ii Military attaches have been part of the lnternational
¥
diplomatic world since early In the last century. Mllitary
® and naval officers were assigned or “attached® to a
S
{H, country’s diplomatic mission, or embassy, to observe the
{%& host nation’s armed forces and to report on theilr
e
{ activities. The Unlted States offlclally adopted the
S
éﬁ practice of assigning attaches in 1888 when Congress passed
. -g' N
"~
%ﬁ a law "authorizing the appointment of military and naval
.:)~ attaches to diplomatic missions abroad.*20 Almost from the
SN
: N beginning, servlice attaches became Invoived in arms sales.
‘WA
J\ Al fred Vagts writes that at the turn of the century,
pro
; diplomats had to back up the service attaches,
R
-ﬁ§ of explosives, warships, guns or rifles. In
jg spite of indignant outcry about *merchants of
et death," the dlplomats had become very much aware
g that foreign orders for such home industries
R o. strengthened thelr own country’s war potentlal,
¥, that forelgn sales In fact helped to keep these
X war industries on a stand-by basis.Z21
ﬁ {emphasis added)
&
4 While the United States still has service attaches, In
? 1965 the program was consolldated as the Defense Attache
o
o)
W 23
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W
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N System under the Defense Intelligence Agency. The DIA was
TN 1tgelf establisned by Department of Defense (DOD) Directive
{ 5105.21 on 1 August 1961. Later versions of this directive
charge the DIA to “direct, operate and support the Defense
Attache System.*22 In providing the directlon to the
Defense Attaches. DIA assigns four basic roles. The
attaches are 1) representatives of thelr service to their
host nation counterpart, 2) colliectors of information, 3
military advisors to the Ambassador, and 4) managers of the
gsecurlity assistance program when it Is assigned to them.
(As we have seen, all of these roles are also attributed to
some extent to the officers assigned to MAAGs.)

Should the MAAGs have a signliflicant role in formulating
policy and managing the security asslistnce program? As we
have seen, there has been extensive Congressional pressure

to minimize the role of MAAGsS and centrallze management in

Washington. The Department of Defense has also made efforts
to centrallze management with the formation of the Defense
Securjity Assistance Agency as the central manager. But
others have stressed the Importance of the man on the scene

as beling influentlal and knowledgeable about the specliflc

2220

needs and concerns of the host nation. There is something

o e
Lo

S5

of a consensus, expressed in myrilads of ways from many
diverse points of view, that the U.S. forelgn pollcy lacks
consistency and coherence. Recomended solutions for this
inconslistency range from a return to 18th century

isclationism to the exerclise of power to change soverelgn

24
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states’ governments. Commenting on thls perceptlion of a

lack of a coherent pollcy, Ernest Graves glves importance to
the MAAGs by notling, “The complementarlity of the varlous
assistance programs tS more evident at the level of the U.S.
missions to the reciplent countries.“23 This 1s, in fact,
where the most knowledgeable and coherent assessment should
take place. The MAAG compliles an "Annual Integrated
Assessment of Security Assistance” (AIASA) with the imput of
tne other members of the *country team.* The varlous
counselors along with the Defense Attache and the Chlef, SAO
Cif there is a SAD) comprise the country team headed by the
Ambassador. This team IS "on the scene® and has a feel for
the immediate (and future) economic, political, social, and
military sltuation in the country.

In theory, the AIASA should be the domlnant factor In
determining the extent of security assistance to be provided
for a particutar country. In fact, this may not be the
case. Budget constralnts, of course, may dictate another
course of action desplte the best Intentlions of the
Washington bureaucracy to act in accordance with the AIASA.
Budget constralnts may not be the reason for deviating In
many cases. Pollcymakers In Washington often belleve they
know better than the representatives in the fleld. They
have "the blg picture" unblased by belng too close to the
action. Mllitary officers assigned overseas, whether In

SAOs or DAOs, naturally belleve they are In a positlon to

25
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know what will work In thelr country and are frustrated when
their aavice Is ignored.

There 1s one aspect of Securlty asslstance directly
tnvolving the MAAGs which warrants special consideration in
our discussion. In those countries wihere there Is an active
armed insurgency or an active confilct wlth another state,
fow Intensity Conflict, the MAAGS feel especially
constrained. An example ls El Salvador which has been
fighting an insurgency for years. AsS noted earlier,
President Reagan has identified security assistance as the
principal miti1tary instrument for U.S. involvement in Low
Intensity Conflict. In order to effectlvely administer this
instrument, MAAG Chiefs feel the need to remove constralnts.
The ban on permanently asslgned personrel actively
participating in training and the prohibition on allowing
all U.S. military, even the Moblle Tralning Teams, from
participating In combat operations have proven to be
particularly frustrating.24

Another frustration ls the conflict which sometimes
exists between the Defense Attache and the MAAG Chief. As
we have noted, the roles often overiap. For example, both

have the mission of advising the Ambassador. Who is the

prirncipal advisor? Who has the best access to the
Ambassador? Who has the best access to the host nation’s
military? Who best represents the interests of the CINC?
who is the senior officer? Is seniority Important? The

answers to these questions vary by country and according to

26
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ah
3731
»f% the personalities involved. Does this confllct Interfere
with the effectiveness of the security asslistance effort in
country? 1 belleve it does.
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CHAPTER 1V
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Accepting that security asslistance Is important to U.S.
foreign poilcy and that the Securlty Asslstance
Organizations {n-country are an integral part of managlng

security assistance, we must conslder how to get the most

rcm those corganizations.

Numerous possibilities might

suggest themselves:

personnel assigned,

1ncreasing personnel strength,

removing legislative restraints,
improving the training of

increasing (or decreasing) the rank of

officers assigned, assigning more civilians, and probably

many more. A recurring suggestion is to combine the efforts
cf military personnel assigned in-country into one

crganization. In 1971 Edwin Erlckson and Herbert Vreeland
cited a proposal to establish a “Defense Section of all

military, including attaches* in the Embaesy.! A major
advantage of this proposal was recognized as giving the
Ambassador a single point of contact for millitary matters,
becauge “one of the most perslistent difficulties the
Ampassador experiences s deallng with the mllitary."2 This
"persistent difficulty,” lIdentifled over fifteen years ago,
is certalnly arguable and !s obviously not universally
experienced. However, that it has long been ldentifled as a
problem and that it is gsometimes experienced is undeniable.

Iin January 1988 the U.S. Air Force formally submitted

to the Secretary of Defense a proposal to merge SAOs and

30
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DAOs under the direction of the Defense Attache.3 This was
done for a number of reasons, not all of which are germane
to this dlscussion. We will examine the merits and demerits
of the concept In relatlon to 1ts effect on the functioning
of security assistance management overseas.

In the supporting talking paper, the proponents put
forth as the first favorable argument,

Competition among independent SAO and DAO
“flefdoms" can be all but ellminated by virtue
of reporting to a common boss, the DATT [(Defense
Attachel. Thie relinforces the age-old principle
of unlty of command. There will cease to be a
question as to who Is In charge of the military
contingent at the Embassy. Deslignating the DATT
as the undisputecd military point of contact in
the embassy will clarify authority to the host
government and improve SAO/DAQ responsiveness to
the Ambassador and regional CINC.4
We will examine the elements of this argqument in detail.
Lesser included arguments such as the possibility of sharing
common services and equlpment--motor pools, typists,
drlvers, office supplles--are Interesting but beyond the
scope of this paper.

We saw earlier that there ls sometimes fricticn between
the MAAG Chief and the Defense Attache. This 1s obviously
exacerbated when personalitles clash, and largely eliminated
when the individuals are highly compatible. A difflculty
clearly exists when the MAAG Chief [s markedly senlor in
rank to the Defense Attache such as In Turkey and Korea
where the MAAG Chief is a general officer and the Defense

Attache is a colonel. The attache sees himself as the

Ambassador‘s principal military advisor and representative.
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The genecal in charge of the MAAG also sees himself as g (if
not the) princlpal advisor. The attache is often located
physically closer to the Ambassador with an offlce In the
Embassy, whiie the MAAG Chlef may have hls headquarters
located closer to the host country’s mliltary headquarters.
The Defense Attache can easily find himself in an awkward
position trying to fulflll his responsibilities while
deferring to his military superior (even though he is not in
the “chain of command").

This raises the questlion, “Why not consolldate under
the SAO, or whoever ls senjor?* As we saw earlier, the
attaches have been on the diplomatic, International scene
for over a hundred vears, whlle MAAGs have only existed
since 1947. Virtually all countrles have attaches in thelr
Diplomatic Mlssions abroad and receive attaches from around
the worid. The Securlty Assistance Organization Is unique
to the United States. Other countries still actively employ
thelr attaches in arms transfers and the other activitles
assocliated with security assistance. Even the United States
does not have Securlty Assistance Organlzations everywhere,
but with very few exceptions, all Diplomatic Missions have
Defense Attaches. As relations and conditlons change, the
need for a Security Assistance Organizatlon may dlsappear,
but the requirement for attaches remains constant. It
simply makes sense to place the Defense Attache as the
senlor mliltary offlcer responsive to the Ambassador. There

may be, of course, senlor military officers assigned to
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combatant ccmmands deployed in the host country such as we
find in Germany, Korea, and Panama. These are respornsible
to the cognizant CINC and do not come directly under the
supervison of the Ambassador.

It would seem obvious that consolldating the ifunctions
under the DATT would conform to the *age-old princlple of
unity of command.* However, this Is only true if the DATT
has both the responsibility and the authority to carry {t
out. He must really be jn the chain of command with
administrative and operatlonal control of all military
personnel assigned to either a SAC or DAC function. He must

write the efficlency reports of the personnel under him.

el
>

oM

This implies that he must be senior In rank (gt_Jleast by

A

La

date of rank). There 1s an old axiom in military service

VoSl
ey

that you can tell who you work for by seeing who writes your

—a

efficlency or fltness report--by who controls your

N
AR

promotabliity. Because the Services have very different

Ao

efficiency report gystems, this can be very complicated in
this environment. We will consider a possible chaln of
comand (and of efficiency reporting) later.

By "designating the DATT as the undisputed milltary
point of contact® in the embassy and by assuring that he has
the genior rank, the military authority within the embassy

should, lndeed, be clarified. Responsiveness to the

X Ambassador would almost surely be improved. Should the
5

2%2 Ambagsador, or other members of the country team, wlsh to
i, \

oS speak to someone working directly on a securlty assistance

»
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Eé issue an appropriate briefing could be arranged by the DATT
'gé Just a2s 1n any military organization where the decision
if maker wants to talk to the appropriate action officer.
,;; Clarifyling authority to the host government might not
i}é be quite as straight forward as within the =embassy. The new
\T system would have to be carefully coordinated with the host
ig government to insure thorough understanding and to prevent
(3‘ any possible percelved “slight.* Since other governments
E" are already very familiar wlith Defense Attaches (they, 2fter
; j all, employ them in capitals worldwide), and since other
:i countries do not use separate securlty assistance
%é organizations, the consolidation should not be difficult to
{% exptain. The authority of the DATT ghould be readily
;%g accepted In a short time. However, thls cannot be
i-l approached with a cavalier attitude. ZEach host country is
3 different and requires a unique approach in explaining this i
iﬂ change.
)
D One of the benefits is to be improved *®"SAO/DAO
é% responsiveness to the .... reglonat CINC.®* Having a single
’g point of contact would, Indeed, seem to faclilltate thls.
’ i? However, this will only be true [f the DATT 1s responsible
i%% to the CINC. That is, in keeping with our axiom, the CINC
X must have scme say in the efficiency report of the DATT.
L;' That the CINC must have access to the consolldated office is
_E clear. One of the stated purposes of the “Goldwater-Nichols
.% Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986" is
T;j to place clear responsiblility on the commanders
:ﬁ of the unified and specified combatant commands
3
oYy Y
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and ensure that the authorlty of those commancers
is fully commensurate with that responsiblilty.S

Any action which might diminish the authority of tne CINCs
would clearly diverge from the :ntent of Cengress.

1f, as we postulate, this consclidation propesal would
eliminate friction between the SAC ard the DAC, improve
responsiveness to the Ambassador, the CINC, and the host
government and thereby 1mprove the effectiveness of the
organization and of the security assistance pregram overall,
why not implement the change immediately? Beslides the

personnel movements and the changes to directives (including

some legislative changes) which g:ctate a phasing in of the
plan, there are arguments against the consolidation. The
first and most pervasive, 1f not most persuasive, of these
is that the principal function of Defense Attaches
(collecting 1nformation or intelllgence) is incompatible
with that of SAOs (providing assistance). The argument Is
that host nation military officers wiil be reluctant to deal
with the DATT, because they know that one of his functlions
18 to gather milltary Intelligence. Thls will Impalr the
ready access now enjoyed by the Chiefs of SA0s. Since other
nations do not have security assistance organizations and 1
use thelr attaches for securlty asslstance functlons, one
has to wonder whether this distinction bestween the DATT as
an intelllgence ofllcer anZ the Chlef, SAQO as a heiper ls
nct seen through our own Instltutlional blases and not
through the eyes of the host nation’s milltary. The debate

on this guestion could no doubt rage back and forth with one




slde polnting tec enh example ¢f & SAQC Chief with cetter
access than the DATT In that country, ana the other slde
identifying a DATT with better access (because of rank,
perceived status, ianguage ablliity, personallty, prior
frienasnip, etc.).

Another argument agalinst consclidation has to do with
the chain of command issue mentioned earlier. In keeping
with the intent of Congress to grant responsiblility and
authority to the CiNCs. the consolldated office must be
fully responsive to the CINC, as the SAO Is now. The
Defense Intelligence Agency argues that thls will eliminate
(or reduce) its control over the Defernse Attaches.6
(Currently, the DIA controis the efficiency reports of the
DATTg.> The result of this shift in control from the 0IA
to the CINC will be a loss of responsliveness, on the part of
the attache, to the naticnal level :intelllgence needs. The
argument here is that the DIA is tasked with provliding

intelllgence to the Natlonal Command Authorlty, speciflcally
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the Secretary of Defense and the Chalrman of the Joint
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Chiefs of Staff. Regardless of the sgpecific recipient, the
point is that thils is integrated, natlonal level

intelligence. Why DIA could not contlnue to provide this

service 18 not clear. Reports from the attaches would
continue to be sent to DIA as well as to the CINCs. If
there is a serious conflict in tasking where the Natlonal
Cemmand Authority wants information that the CINC has placed

on a lower priority, I am certaln that the CINC would
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uncerstand that he, tco, works for the National Command
Authority.

There is another potential probliem with the CINC --
one of pergpective or of perceived pressures. In the
current arrangement, the DATT feels free to “objectively®

report 1ssues to DIA regaraless of the CINC’s views. The

iy
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Chief, SAO ls under scme pressure from the CINC to show
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improvement in the hogt nation’s defense posture (gtate of
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training, quality of equipment, readiness, etc.). If the
DATT were made responsiblie (to the CINC) for this kind of
progress, he pight feel pressure to report improvements
rather than admit to continulng problems. Under this
scenarid, 1atelligence reporting would suffer. It Is also
true, in this scenarjo, that securlty asslistance would
suffer If dishonest reports were submitted as to the
effectiveness of current efforts. This strikes at
professicnal ism and integrity. If indlividual offlcers
(CINCs, DATTs, or Chiefs, SAO)> lack these qualltles, the
system as it exists, or as it Is proposed to be, will not
work .
Another look at the Goldwater-Nichols Act wlll shed

some light on the Intent of Congress regarding thls
consol idation and the relationship with the CINCg. The law
directs a "Reassessment of Defense Agencles and DOD Fleid
Activities."7 It directs a study to

analyze methocs to improve the performance and

cegponsiveness of Defense Agencies and Department

of Defense Field Activities with respect to the
entities to which they provide supplies and
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services, partlcularly with regard to the unifled
and specified combatant commands. (It directs
that studies conslider])...alternative allocations
of authority and functions assigned to the Defense
Agencies...including--(A) various possible re-
distributions of responsibllilties among those
agencles...; (B) transfer of the responsibiiity
for those functlons to--...(lv) the commanders

of unifled or specifled combatant commands...

(D> consolidation of two or more such agencies
and actlivitles...B

BRSO )
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It 1s difficult to miss the Congressional intent in the

RSO

above edited extract. The Congress wants to give more

s

-

authority to the "unified or specified combatant commands*,

rarads

the CINCs. Congress also ciearly intends for the Department

of Defense to seriously study consollidating agencles and
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activities, looking for greater efficlency and
effectiveness. To lgnore this directive Is folly.

The “mechanics" of consoclidatlon are necessarily
complex, but aot prohibitlve. Some steps are quite simple,
such as providing security assistance training for the
Defense Attache (thls [3 already done where the DATT has
cecurity asslstance resgponslbllitles), while others require
changes in legislation to clarify funding sources and
authority (SAOs are provided funds taken from the proceeds
of Forelgn Milltary Sales; DAOs are not). Some lssues such
as the efficiency reporting *“chaln® are complex and involve
many diverse, parochlal views. What should this efficlency
reporting chaln be? The detalls of the chaln reguire study
and 1nput by all the Services (because each Service has a
different system), but, in general, the DATT would report on

the offlcers under him, and the Ambassador would report on
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the DATT. The CINC would be the flrst military “endorser*
of the DATT’S report. Although these ana other |ssues are,
indeed, compliex, they generally fall within the authorlity of
the Secretary of Defense to decide.

In thi1s pbrief study we have looked at the problems and
frustrations associated wlth the management of securlty
assi1stance programs overseas. The lack of a coherent,
1ntegrated country pollcy, the many Congressional
restrictions on military officers in the MAAGs, the friction
between MAAG Chiefs and Defense Attaches, the Washington
bureaucracy, the Congressional move to enhance the CINC’s
authoerlity, and others. Some of these “problems" are in the
eye of the beholder. One man’s problem Is another man‘s
solutlion (the MAAG Chlef is restralined from advising and
training to the delight of the Congressman who believes the
MAAG Chief has too much lattltude and ought to be restricted
to administrative and logistics management duties). AsS we
noted eariier, Paul Hammond suggested that if MAAGs did not
deserve the necessary lattltude to do the yob, their
organization should be changed untll they were "able to
command the confldence needed."

In view of the potentlal to improve the effectlveness
of the country team and the securlty asslistance program, of
the potential to allow the offlcers In the field “to command
the confidence needed,® the consolidation proposal merits
serlous study. Study, not to avold change, but to smoothly

and professionally jmplement change. It Is time to take
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heea of Congressional intent, analyze the neeas of U.S.
national securlity strategy as lt relates to security
assistance, and take action. Congress hasg demonstrated that
when we bog down in bureaucratic, parochial quagmires it is
not reluctant to dlctate change. We have the ablllity to

solve this on our own inlttative. Let’s do {t.
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